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 INTRODUCTION

s

To attain thevfundamenta1 goal of language competence, educators,
students, and'parents must have information descrfbing the statusfand*
progress of language skills deve1opment. ’Mounting concern for studentl ‘
achievement in writing, one of the principal arenas: of language devet-
opment has- refocused the attention of po]1cy makers, eva]uators, 1n-
structors, ‘and researchers on the features of wr1t1ng assessment neces-
sary to represent a student s writing skill fairly, usefu]]y, and eco-
nom1ca11y Wh11e the relationship between procedures employed to eva]uateA
'wr1t1ng in 1arge scale testing and those used in the classroom has hms— :
torica]]y'been tenuous, the requirements of_minimum competency testing
programs have stimu]atedvresearch on methods to tightenvthe,connectﬁon.-
These competency testing programs require school systems to assess the :
“status ofvstudents"basic skii] achievement, and then either to certify
that minimal competencies have been attained or signa1 the need for re-

, mediation and provtde repeated;opportunities for studentS-to passbc0m-
parable test forms. If these. writing competency tests are to fulfil their
intended function, then the wr1t1ng assignments and eva]uat1ve cr1ter1a
of 1arge sca]e tests and c]assroom-1nstruct1on must 1nterre1ate

At present many 1arge sca]e wr1t1ng tests bear 11tt1e resemblance
to. students c]assroom wr1t1ng experiences. Many states and districts
rely on‘mu1t1p1e choice tests that,measure_sentence-1eve1 editing skills

- or passage comprehension. When uriting samples are collected, the structure

(, i




and topic of'the Writing assignment may*ca]i‘ior information and strategies :
that vary considerabiy from students' expariesnces in and out of the class-
room. Furthermore, writing samp]es are often scored rapidly and ho]isticaiiy
by raters trained to varying levels of preCiSion and accuracy.‘ Students
,neceive a single score.pUrported]y representing theiievei of their'writing
competence | . | |

' Reactions of practitioners and researchers to such current practices
are increas.ng]y critica1 They fiid many fau]ts in current writing tests,
-~ their 1ogica1 and psycho]ogicai relevance to rea]istic writing situations,
their utility for informing deCisions abcut individual competence or pro-
.Egram_effectiveness,_their fairness to students and instruction,.their le-
gality forvsanctioning'exit requirements. This.paper suggests that state!
and districtwritingassessments should re-evaiuate their current methods
for assessing studentwritingcompetence'in 1ight of these criticisms. 'An'
: accumu1ating body of 1iterature indicts many of the methods assessments
now use that have been derived from custon, fo]k]ore, and adaptations of
norm-referenced testing methodo]ogy'that'are inappropriate for the purposes
of competency assessment. By eXamining the criticisms leveled at writing
tests and conSidering a]ternatives proposed by recent writing theory and
;research we may find solutions that will improve the fairness- and uti]ity

of writing assessments, yet remain w1th1n reasonab]e economic bounds
PROBLEM l; SPECIFYING WRITING GOALS
Just what is "good",Writing? For schoo]s, a major conflict has been

to disting'tish between realistic characteristics of minimum competence,:

reasonable high school writing exit'competence,and the competence‘of'pro—




fessional writers and "experts." A significent component in this contro-

versy over "standards" has been the function various types of writing;

can and/or should have for the student. Thus the discourse aim or writing

porpose of transactiona] writing has been identified by many school systems

as funct1ona11y most relevant to the maJor1tj of students. At the Tower |
grades, express1ve wr1t1ng has been viewed by some as valuable in 1ts

own rlght and by others as an educatJona] ve 1c1ehfor mot1vat1ng wr1t1ng

that will increase f]uency and sentence Te"el cmnpetence

C]ear]y, the schoo]s definition of the target COnstra1ns the specific *

criterja that will prov1de logical and emp1rica1 evidence that the,target
. has been hit. Current]y, goals may relate to two competency levels
..-m1n1mum competency level targeted by nost State and d1str1ct minimum com-

petency test1ng programs and a reasonablj desirable high school exit com-

petency 1eve1 1mp11ed in many systems curricular goals. Most competency

programs emphas12e transact1ona1 wr1t1ng in the factual narrative, expos1— -

tory, or persuas1ve ‘modes. M1n1mum program goa]s are often that students

‘ Wrxte a clear, coherent paragraph that makes a po1nt and that’ exh1b1ts ‘
few or. no mechanical, sentence-level errors. For high schoo] ex1t goa]s;
English departments set the1r sights at the nu1t1 paragraph, essay 1eve1
seeking writing that has a theme or po1nt that is coherent'between, as
well as w1th1n paragraphs, and that exhibits few sentence level errors.
While minimum goa]s generally spec1fy funct]ona] wr1t1ng, h1gh schoo]
ex1t goa]s may expand the types of wr1t1ng aims or purposes in wh1ch

it is desired that students be competent. By d1st1ngu1sh1ng between

minimum and desirable goals, school systems may be in a better




position to defend the lTogic, utility, and fairness of focused test pro-

cedures.

PROBLEM 2: DESIGNING APPROPRIATE NRITING TASKS

PerhapS'the,host common‘controversy in fhe design of writiﬁg tests
invo]yes:thq relative merits of direct énd %ndirect téékg. Indirect,
usually multiptle chdice, measures have béen defended by test bub]isheré
‘ beéause of thejﬁ economy and high corre]ations‘with_esséy scorés (G0d§ha]k,
. Swineford & Coffman, 1966 Bré{and & Braucher, 1977). Critics of mu{fiple
choice tests reject them on logical and psychological gfounds. They argue
. fhat multiple choice‘testé present pkiﬁari1y*editing tasks or cdmprehensfon
tasks and t"at fhey,theréfore do not fab‘thg_same kinds bf mental processes
required by proauctfon tasks (Bourns, 1966; Que]]mé]z, 1978; Cooper, 1979).
Recent empiricé] studies of students' séoré% on dfrect and indirect mea- -
"sures indicate cqnéide?ab1y Tower corre]étjonS'bétween writing skill com-
ponent scores derfved from mu1§1p1e~choice and writihg.sémp1es (Quellmalz
& Capell, 1979; Quelimalz, Smith, Winters & Baker, 1980; Moss, Cole & Kham-
paliket, in press).- Furthérmbre, QuelTlmalz and Capell found multiple. |
éhoice test scores provided less distinctiQe-information about underTying‘.
wr{tiﬁg skill constfﬁcts or traits than dfd essay rafings (Quelimalz &
Capeif; 1979). In cpmbﬁnation, these studies support conténtiohs that
direcf and fndirect ﬁéasures tap different psychological proce;ses; These
data would é]so, of coﬁ%se,rsuggest that multiple choice test sco;es would
nét serve as fair or usefu] proxies’fbr actual writing skill. _At beéf,'

multiple choice tests seem to 0Ver-estjmate‘ski1fs (NAEP, 1981) since they




ﬁeasure'skills presumably enroute to. production Skflls (Skinner, 1957).

In addition to debate over the form of responae requ1red b; wr1t1ng
~ tests, there is considerable disagreement about the appropr1ate structure
of ass1gnments used to prompt wr1t1ng Criticisms of writing tasks are |
“that they do not present fu]] rhetor1ca1 contexts that sufficiently 1nform
students about the writing purpose topic, audience, wr1cer s role, and in-
tended cr1ter1a (Br1tton, 1978 Cazden, 1974, Scr1bner & Co]e, 1978; F]or1om
1979). Research shows that-writers' performanced1fferswhen wr1t1ng in dif-.
* ferent discourse modes, e.g., expoS1t1on and narration (Vea] & Tillman, V
1971;'Crdwhurst, 1980; Que]]maTz &4Cape11, 1979; Praeter &hPadia:.1980;
Baker & Quei]ma12,k1980) Research also revea]s that access1b111ty of in-
| format1on about an ass1gned top1c affects the quality of students' writing
(Baker & Quellmalz, 1980). Polin. (1980) has found that when wr1ters are
given extended time and cues about the rhetor1ca1 demands of the task dur—
ing p]ann1ng or rev1s1on, some of them improve in var1ous features of their
work. In sum, stud1es of features of the’ writing task that influence stu-
dents' r1t1ng performance suggest thn+ variations within features such as
mode of discourse (wr1t1ng aim) topic, audience, t1me and structura] cues
- do present d1fferent psychological demands . and therefore shou]d be d1st1nct1y
’spec1f1ed To be c]ear and fa1r, the writing task shou]d prov1de a full |
rhetorical context and t1me to engage in all parts of the wr1t1ng process,
The cost of deve]op1ng well formed wr1t1ng prompts is not high, part1cu—

larly in comparison to the cost of erroneous inferences about competence

made from assessments of writing that‘studentsvgenerate in response to in-

“complete or ambiguous prompts.
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PROBLEM 3: SPECIFYING SCORING CRITER'IA AND TYPE OF RATING SCALE -

Criteria emp]oyed for eva]uat1ng student wr1t1ng vary along a number -
of d1mens1ons " from qua11tat1ve to quant1tat1ve, from generan to spec*f1c;
from comprehens1ve, full discourse features to 1so]ated features; from
vague gu1de11nes to rep11cab1e, obJect1ve gu1de11nes |

At ‘the most qualitative, vague end of the continua are general _im 1m-
pression scoring schemes where readers apply their own criteria to give -
the wr1t1ng a singlé g]oba] score. Follman and Anderson's."Everyman“ |
procedures (1967) and teachers' A-F grad1ng schemes fall in this category

Sti11 providing a single score or qua]1ty rat1ng, but guided by siightly

morevdescrjptive and acknowledged criteria, are holistic rating schemes

such as.the'ETS four or Six-point scales which rank papers within a set.
'“Teachers'iuse of d 1etter grade with some supporting comments‘might relate
to this evaluation scheme. Some rating schemes:are specific to.discourse -
mode- others Tike the.primary trait ratjng method, are specific to.dis-
course imode and the part1cu1ar topic (L1oyd-Jones, 1977). ‘The'most de-
_‘ta11ed scales are ana]ytxc rat1ng schemes referencing component features
of the written product. EX‘
' Where do these criter}a‘come from? Criteria for these scales may be
inferred from features commdn]y referenced hy knowledgeable readers, they
may'be arbitrary, orlthEOretfca1]y- or empirica]]yjbased dimensions. deemed
- important by the’group designing . the scheme. Analytic scales vary in the
degree to which they compréhensive]y reference’rhetorical, structural, and -

syntactic features, as well as the degree'todwhich criteria for features

are qualitative or gquantitative. In an attempt to be. comprehensive, .
4 , e . _




_ the subscales of the Diederich Expository Scdie range from "ideas" tc

spelling (Diederich, 1974).‘ In contrast, analytic textfana]ysis schemes

- such as T-unit analyses or Hal]iday and Hassan's measures of cohesion

13

focus on isolated components of the written piece (Halliday &~Hassan,
1976) Diederich 's "f]avor" sdbsca]e is far mecre quaiitative and judg-
menta] than counts of numbers and types of coheSive ties. In-classroom
ewa]uations of student writing, grades and teacners comments,‘too, may
refenence‘a range of essay;features-sueh as content, erganization, and
mechanies (Freedmen, 1979); or_cemments may enly relate to sentence-
1evei problems. |

One issue in developing or using a rating scheme is the meaning of

" writing score(s). From a psychological perspective, doeS‘being a 2"

-

s. "4" discriminate between Tevels of a student's writingicompetence?

\
- At present there is Tittle research eVidence that any sets of criteria

\
N,

-in actual use are more vaiid than others for'ﬁtstrihzwating between 1eve15

of expertise. From a Tlogical perspective, hou‘spec"::, replicable, and -

informetive are rating criteria? Pedagogitaliy; #hat implications do the -
scores have-for diagnosing strengths and weaknesses? The bases of the

‘score, the criteria, should serve as feedback to teachers, students, and

parents.. To be fair, criteria empioyed in minimum competency tests shou]d
specify writing elements tnat areigg§jg_writing skills, e.qg., 6rganiza-
tion, support, mechanics. The criteria should also be those amenabie to
instructienai intervention. The more judgmental, qUE]itative, sdphistica-
ted, and less teachable writing elements such as flavor, style, or voice

would seem 1essvfair and Tess useful, and would therefore be inappro-

[}
)

| TR

]

~
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priate as rating criteria’for judging basic writing_competence. Speci -

fﬁcation oficriteria may be tne most-important decision affecting the

»

ut111ty oF 1nformat1on prov1ded by assessnent both ]arge sca]e and class- '
room 1eve1 Certainly, consensua] dec1s1ons on. these criteria should .
involve 1nstruct1ona1 ‘and eva]uat*on personne]

’

It seems 1og1ca1 that c“1ter1a used in 1arge sca]e writing competency

assessment shuu]d reflect, if not der1ve from, cr1ter1a used to eva]uate

&

kstudent classroom writing. An ideally 1ntegrated 1nstruct1ona1 system, one'
' whichtangetsparticuiar writing elements as important basic competencies,

- would involve teachers and evaluators -in specification of rating criteria

and encourage focused classroom guidance, feedback; and evaluaticn on

these elements. Instruct1ona11y, spec1f1cat1on of valued bas1c criteria

could provide a more comprehensive framework for teachers to focus instruc-
t1on and commun1cate feedback to students about their writing. - The scanty
research on classroom eva]uat1on methods suogests that teachec/comments '
more. often C1te easily 1dent1f1ed sentence Tevel mechan1ca1 errors than

text 1eve1 feedback such as organ1zat1on and support (Pitts, 1978; Que]]ma]z,

Baker, & Enr1ght,'1980). As Coffman pointed out, while few would recom- -

mend complete restrictionfand requlatfon of the criteria teachers use in
c]assroom writing assessment, e1ther would they condone subjecting stu-
dehts and the 1nstructlona1 program to w11d1y fluctuating, 1d1osyncrat1c
standards of individual teachexs (Coffman, 1971). Some standard1zat1on
of wh3t1ng criteria seems part1cu1ar1y critical for minimum competency
goaisg And, of course, schools using the same criteria for system-widep

gnd_c]%ssroom assessment would eventually reduce the-cost'of training raters,




AssUming that logical, fa1r, and usefu] assessment cr1ter1a have

_Beer specified, the format for record1ng scores rema1ns a prob]em *Many 1arge
' scale assessments report a s1ng]e, holistic score. A 1og1ca] quest1on . |
is ‘whether it makes—sense to comment on companent features of a student's -
wr1t1ng instead of or in add1t1on to, its ov era]] qua11ty A 1ike1y"
v’questlon to be ra1sed about a single global score by a teacher, student
parent (or lawyer) is "why?" fo]]owed by "Show me Wh11e wr1t1ng theory
may suggest that the "who]e" is greater than the sum of its parts, research
in psycho]ogy‘and pedagogy,suggests that 1earners advance when taught ‘how
to use components and comb1ne them into competent performance (e g., : o
Skinner, 1957, Resn1ck{ 1980) Another 1og1ca1 question is whether students
are differently classiffed as masters and non—maSLers and/or if analytic ‘
schemes'yfe1d a differential score profile. Yinters (1978) found that
_various scoring rubrics including a genera1 jmpression sca]e; two analytic
| scales and a T-unit anaiysis; did cTassify'students differentiy Que]]maTz;"
Sm1th Hinters & Baker (1980) found that three separate ho]1st1c rubr1cs
and an analytic rubr1c c]ass1f1ed enter1ng freshman d]fferent1y. S1m11arTy,¢1'-.ﬁ..
Polin (1980) found very 1ow correlations betneen pr1mary tra1t and analvt1c

- ratings of the same essays.  Each of these s-ud1es compared scor1ng rubr1cs

which referenced some similar cr1ter1a but wh1ch 1n'application “produced B v°ﬁf

var1ab1e character1zat1ons of the same essays. St111 unexam1ned are the .

cost benefits of scales using the same criteria, but record1ng a s1ng1e,
holistic Judgment vs. several separate ana]yt1c scores. Such a study is
currently in progress (Quellmalz, 1981).

" A major problem for large scale writing assessments, to be sure, is
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the cost of providiné detailed ratings. ‘In the narrowesf sense, cost is
‘meaéured in terms of time requiredfto frain'raters_and tihe required to
rate papers. Generé]]y, training oﬁ more criteria that are'very~exp1iciﬁ' }
requifes moré time than training oh fewer or less explicit cfiteria. |
Cuhrent1y,avai1ab1e data on scoring éosts indicate that:trainingitime;:

for holistic and primary trait scoring averages‘two to fbur hours (Powliss,
-Bowerg,,&AConlan, 1979; Mullis, 1980), and for analytic scoring avé%ages
six to eight hdur§ (Smifh, 1978; Quellmalz & Capell, 1979). Trained raters
can reliably ass{gn a holisticor primary trajt.séo}e fq a studeht‘s'paper
in 30 seconds to 1% minutes (Powliss ét al., 1979; Mullis, 1980){' Rating
time for providing five to eight sepérate and]ytic-séores range from fguk‘
to five minutes for mu]ti;paragraph essaysaand from" two to'fouf minutes’
”fpr’paragraphs (Smfth, 1978;.Que11ma1z.&ACape11, 1979).

"“In a recent study comparing two ééore-formats -- an analytic scheme
- or a holistic SCheme_hoaified to provide diagnospic checks for students
" rated below mastery A-.Qﬁellma1z found that average rétingvtimes per paper
differed by_approximate]y.one minufe (Que]]ma]z, 1981). ‘Is thé additional
., training and rating,time'"worth if?" Schoq] systems weighing this-qdestion
might consider broader definitions and imb]ications of cost. First, fhe
cost of either analytic of ho]istﬁcjtraining could be jointly shared,aé an
inservice activity by curriculum .budgets. These training costs would also
‘thén deéréase when aTi teachers in a system were trained and thus would re-
quife 6n1¥~periodic'rev1ew of the procedures. A second potential cost.

sharing strdfegy“is to view essay ratings as diagnostic componénts of the




1nstruct1ona1 system to both focus and monitor program 1mprovement vA
_th1rd cost concern. is an eth1ca1 one. Students spend cons1derab1e t1me
produc1ng wr1t1ng samp]es and the psycho]og1ca1 and opportun1ty costs of
mak1ngun1nformedor erroneous dec1s1ons ‘'of student fa11ure can be_profound;
" Finally a system might consider the degree of specific support useful for -
,defend1ng mastery/non -mastery c]ass1f1cat1ons, the costs of remediation

~and Tawsuits because of m1sc1ass1f1cac1ons can be h1gh

PROBLEM 4:rtTECHN1CAL QUALITY bF RATING CRITERIA.

A fundamental resbonsibi]itx of an assessment program is the documen-
tation of its technical quality. For.writing assessments this becomes a
problem of scale stabi]ity and validity, i.e., demonstrat{ng that scorea
criteria are applied un1form1y within and between rat1ng occasions and that
other measures of student writing competence corroborate the test ratings’
(QuelImalz, 1980). |

~ When carefu]]y structured scale tra1n1ng sessions precede actual rat-
. ing, most ho]1st1c and analytic rat1ng sca]es can.demonstrate h1gh 1nter-
rater re11ab111cy (Powliss et al., 1979; Mu111s, 1980; Que]]ma]z, 1980;
Stee]e 1979 Van Nostrand 1980) But 1nter rater agreement within a
rating session is not sufficient for demonstrat1ng sca]e re11ab111ty Anal-

ogous to the prob]em of test-retest reliability, a reliable scale must be

stable, i.e., demonstrate that!its criteria‘wou1d be apined consistently
© by new sets of raters.to both‘abnew set of papers and ‘to the set of papers
scored by the tirst raters. To the extent that criteria are differently

.applied, the scale is not stable and reliable (Quel]ma]z, 1980).
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Few scales currently used in writing assessment report data about
their stability across sets of raters and rating occasions. _It.seems
that scales with more explicit and,pperational criteria are less sus-

ceptible to fluctuating judgments and}are more 1ikely to-be stable.

. across paper sets and raters. Ho]istiC'sca]es suchvas the ETS method,

wh1ch awards scores according to a paper s rank1ng w1th1n a unique set
of papers, resu]t in a sliding sca]e (Con]an, 1979). A “2" paper in
one paper set‘may well have character1st1cs qu1te d1fferent from a "2"

paper .in.a set of papers w1th a broader or narrower quality range Wh11e

- some attempt is made to stab111ze Judgments across sets of° raters by in- '

7
/

sertirng anchor papers dur1ng tra1n1ng, anchor papers are less frequent]y
1nterspersed in actua] rat1ng sequences Stat1st1ca1 ev1dence of the

comparab111ty of -scores given on any such anchor paper by"different groups

1

of raters is not1ceab1y, and ser10us]y, absent Thus, ho]1st1c sca]es

us1ng ranking- procedures w1th1n sets and unexp11cated cr1ter1a are su1tab1e

for norm-referenced se]ect10n dec1s10ns, but can not meet competency test .

requ1rements for stab]e un1f0rm app]lcat10n of criteria. On the other

" hand, h011st1c sca]es based on more descr1pt1ve criteria, such as the pr1-

mary trait method (L]oyd-Jones,.1977); may be more likely to perm1t stable
app]featidn across paper and rater sets. Reports' for.most analytic sca]es
a]so‘document’inter-rater'reliabi]itvaithin rating dccasidn but do not
track stabi]ityvacross dccasions For ana]yt1c as well as. ho]1st1c sca]es,
precision of criteria is a critical factor in ach1ev1ng scale stab111ty |
School systems designing writing assessments Should routine]y'report inter-

rater reliability and check scale stability on commdn‘paper sets scored
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at different rating sessions These measures will reassure stakeho]ders
that assessments are un1form and fair. |
The task of_documenting;the validity of, writing assessment rating

scaies‘can takedsevera1‘forms. Most competencyfbased uriting assessments
attemptzto;estaolish content va]idityvthrough.expert judgments about "the
- skills assessed-(Bre1and &‘Ragosa, 1976). Few,writingvassessment programs
go_on to subject the rating_sca1es used to eva]uatetthose skills to con- :
tent va]idity'scrutihy. vSince, for wrdtten'productdon, the sCale;de%ines_"'
what acceptable wrfting'fs, the content va]idity of scales should be judgedf
’ by the same procedures as test items or spec1f1cat1ons It may‘be that

- some scales with vague cr1ter1a or cr1ter1a heav11y We1ghted toward sentence-
'1eve1 mechan1cs would not get the stamp of approva] from a broad range of -
, experts. It shou]d be-noted that ho]1st1c sca]es with no exp11c1t cr1terma :
are "content" free and ass1gnment spec1f1c. These sca]es are not su1tab1e
- for competency assessments. | | »
“Of.cOUrse, content vaTidity is'onTy one index of validity ﬁéronbach,

19715 Messick, 1975). Concurrent or oredictive and construct va]idity |

‘-~shou1d also be examined. The most common method for va]1dat1ng 1arge scale

‘rating schemes has. been to report the1r corre]at1ons w1th other wr1t1ng-
‘related measures including other Eng11sh grades, read1ng test scores, and
_mu]tip]euchoice.wrfting test scores., Many of these "criterion" variables,
.'however, are euen more questionable indicators of writingiability than'the i
rating scale being va]idated | A major:probiem in va]idating ratingssca1es

is 1dent1fy1ng appropr1ate cr1ter1on groups and test scores (W1nters, 1978

Que]]ma]z, Spooner-Smith, W1nters, & Baker_ 1980).. A d1rect1y related

,




ol
/.

~are des1rab1e features of writing; they are not often d1rect]y taught If
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criterion would be re1ationships of immediate1y preceding'and supsequent
wr1t1ng ass1gnment scores. Unfortunate]y, as different criteria are often' ' RN
emp]oyed in other rat1ng scales and/or in teachers® grading of assignments., |
few appropr1ate d1rect compar1sons are poss1b1e.

From the student S v1ewpo1nt th1s prob]em ra1ses concerns for fair-
ness and 1nstruct1ona1 validity. How c]ose]y do the cr1ter1a used in the
assessment match those used in the c]assroom andhow c]osely do they
represent\m1t1ngsk111s for wh1ch the student has rece1ved 1nstruct1on7
Fundamenta] precepts of fairness require that if a system hasn't explicitly
taught the skills, 1t shouldn't hold the student accountable for being

competent in these sk111s For examp1e, or1g1na11ty, humor, and flavor

iy

we have no 1nformat1on on the cr1ter1a used in ho11st1c scor1ng, that method o

1sn 't fair; we have no way to determ1ne if whac was tested was what was

taught. The ]ega] 1mp11cat1ons of this dilesma are obvious.

SUMMARY

Ba]anc1ng ideally deta11ed analyses of. students writing with the

' E%sts of those-analyses is no eaSy task Schoo] systems and teachers across

Some systems don t even try to initiate large scale rat1ng of writing samp]es
Some teachers ass1gn 11tt1e writing and prov1de cursory or global feedback
Other systems are willing to’ pay the price and.mount art1cu1ated wr1t1ng

the country are wrestling with the prob]em and arriving at varying solutions.
assessment and 1nstruct1ona1 Systems (e. g» Detroit, Los Ange]es, P1ttsburgh)
\
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'Some rating schemes app]y exp11c1t replicable 2, reasonab]e cr1ter1a,

some sca]es are s1]1y, some are m1sapp]1ed, some are downr1ght harme1 .
Large sca]e assessments can deV1se viays to reduce thn costs of train-

ing raters to score 1arge numbers of essays. In an Ideally 1ntegrated

assessment system, tasks and cr1ter1a for the 1arge sca]e assessment wou1d

'be the same as those used in the classroom. A d1str1ct or state might

construct a scale that referenced bas1c text components used by class-

room teachers, e.g., main 1dea, coherence, support mechan1cs, and devise
\ ;

a scoring.system thch checks off papers .as competent“on each sk111’:

and also checks off in more detai]’the components falling below mastery.

: For examp]e, one paper might have competent support and rere1ve a mastery
' check, another essay might not and get a check because ”deta1ls are not
re]ated to the main po1nt " or ”deta1ls are not concrete.'

ﬁ Systems m1ght a]]ocate the cost of training raters to staff deVe]op-

' ment A1l teachers could be tra1ned in-applying the rat1ng criteria

wh1ch shou]d promote greater articulation of the formal assessment :

w1th c]assroom cr1ter1a D1str1cts such as Jatro1t f1nd it cost effective

to pay lay personnel to rate wr1t1ng samp]es A]ternate]y, the system °"”'
m1ght ask teachers to swap papers ' Teachars cou]d use the rat1ng sca]e

to score writing of other students in the d1strnct in return for having

. the1r students wr1t1ng.scored by'other teacners tra1ned as raters. Th1s.
wou]d reduce tra1n1ng costs for d1str1ct scor1ng Many a1ternatiue 1og1st]cs

cou]d be engineered to spread ‘the t1me and enargy costs efficient]y with-

in existing system resources.
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Critics of writing assessment are questioning the fairnéSShahd util--
ity of these assessments. Too many school systems cite cost as the reason
th&t they cannot brovide more valid, uséfu] assessméht, We t%ink‘the_

- technology and 1hgenuity existsvtb'devise more defensible writing'assess-

‘ments now. We should no longer permit concern for cost to outweigh con-

5

~ cern for fairness and utility.
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